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G437-173
See response to Comment G437-172.

G437-174
Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-3 and -5 addresses this topic.

G437-175
Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-3 and -5 addresses this topic.

G437-176
Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-3 and -5 addresses this topic.
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G437-177
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3 addresses this topic.

G437-178
Mitigation measures have been added to address this impact. See
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-5.
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G437-179
Section 4.7.4 under Impacts BioMar-3 and BioMar-5 provides
additional information on this topic.

G437-180
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-3 and BioMar-5 provides
additional information on this topic.

G437-181
Impact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 addresses this topic.

G437-182
Section 4.7.4 under Impact BioMar-5 contains additional
information on this topic.
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G437-183
LNG carriers are regulated by MARPOL and USCG. Noise
generated by LNG carriers while transiting the open ocean are
beyond the scope of the EIS/EIR.

G437-184
Section 4.7.4 addresses this topic under Impact BioMar-5, which
has been revised in response to the comment.

G437-185
AMMs are now termed AMs - Applicant measures. AMs are part of
the Project and not mitigation measures.

Section 4.7.4 lists additional mitigation measures to address this
impact (see Impact BioMar-5).

G437-186
Appendix H1, Section 4.7.1.3, and Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4
address this topic.

G437-187
Section 4.7.1.1 and Impacts BioMar-1 and -3 in Section 4.7.4
address this topic.
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G437-188
The document has been recirculated as a Revised Draft EIR, and
reviewers were given 60 days to comment on its revisions.

G437-189
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-190
See the response to Comment G437-189.

G437-191
See the response to Comment G437-189.

G437-192
See the response to Comment G437-189.
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G437-193
See the response to Comment G437-188 and G438-189.

G437-194
See the response to Comment G437-189.

G437-195
As stated in Section 4.8.1, wetlands within the coastal zone were
delineated using California Coastal Commission and California
Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions.

G437-196
See the response to Comment G437-195.
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G437-197
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-198
See the response to Comment G437-197.

G437-199
See the response to Comment G437-197.

G437-200
As stated in Section 4.8.1.2, agricultural drainages do not provide
suitable long-term habitat for native aquatic resources.

G437-201
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined until final engineering
design, the impacts within the corridor have been evaluated. It is
anticipated that onshore Project pipelines would be covered by
SoCalGas’ existing franchise agreements, which are discussed in
Section 4.13.2.
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G437-202
Section 4.8.4 describes methods for each waterbody crossing on
the proposed Center Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.
Impact TerrBio-1 includes a discussion about the measures that
would be used to avoid impacts on the tidewater goby.

G437-203
See the response to Comment G437-202.

G437-204
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-205
As discussed, surveys have been conducted. Mitigation measures
include preconstruction surveys for confirmation of previous results.
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G437-206
Table 4.8-6 contains additional information this topic.

G437-207
Figures within Section 4.8 identify riparian habitat, and Section
4.8.4 contains mitigation measures for the protection of riparian
habitat.

G437-208
Sections 2.6.1, 2.7.2, and 4.8.4 contain additional information on
this topic. Horizontal directional boring (HDB) would be used for the
shore crossing. The Applicant's Drilling Fluid Release Monitoring
Plan is included in Appendix D1.



2004/G437

G437-209
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-210
Sections 4.8.4 and 4.8.5 contain additional information on this topic.

G437-211
Sections 4.8.1 and 4.8.5 contain addtional information on this topic.

G437-212
As described throughout Section 4.8, according to the February
2005 survey report, no burrowing owl nests or evidence of
burrowing owls were found within the Project area.

G437-213
Drilling mud would only be used for the horizontal directional boring
(HDB) at the shore crossing and potentially for horizontal directional
drilling at other waterbody crossings. With HDB, drilling mud is
under minimal pressure; therefore, the potential for a release is
reduced. Cleanup of spills is a regulatory requirement, so mitigation
is focused on prevention and response. Appendix D contains the
Applicant's Drilling Fluid Release Monitoring Plan, which meets the
resources agency's typical content requirements.
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G437-214
Appendix D1 is the Applicant's Drilling Fluid Release Monitoring
Plan. The plan is similar to others that have successfully reduced
the effects of releases of drilling fluids and meets the resource
agency's direction regarding content.

G437-215
The mitigation measure is now MM WAT-4a and it has been
updated.

G437-216
See the response to Comment G437-215
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G437-217
Mitigation measures do not include legal requirements. 40 CFR 112
specifies the requirements for a Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasures Plan (SPCC Plan). 40 CFR 112.7(f), Personnel
Training and Discharge Prevention Procedures, specifies the
personnel training requirements.

G437-218
Sections 4.8.1 and 4.8.4 contain additional information on this topic.
Tables in Section 4.8 provide information on trees that could be in
or near the pipeline corridor.

G437-219
Section 4.8.4 discusses this issue.

G437-220
The impact analysis and mitigation measures in Section 4.8.4 have
been updated based upon the results of biological surveys.

G437-221
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods for each waterbody on the proposed Center
Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.
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G437-222
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way
including a wetland delineation survey, botanical and wildlife
surveys for Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl
survey, a burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether
any oak trees would need to be removed during construction.

Mitigation measures include pre-construction surveys to confirm the
results of the above-mentioned surveys.

G437-223
Sections 4.8.4 and 4.18.4 contain information on erosion control
measures.

G437-224
The qualifications outlined in Section 4.8.4 for Biological Monitors
are minimum qualifications for all biological monitors, including
assistants.

G437-225
Sections 4.8.4 and 4.18.4 include mitigation measures that would
help to reduce or avoid impacts on sensitive resources within the
proposed rights-of way.

G437-226
Section 4.8.4 contains revised information on AM TerrBio-4a, which
specifies the activities that would be implemented to minimize the
spread of invasive weeds.
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G437-227
The Applicant completed a wetland delineation identifying wetlands
and waters of the U.S. along the Project pipeline routes and at the
proposed metering stations. Section 4.8.4 addresses potential
impacts on wetlands. Mitigation measures presented in Section
4.8.4 have been developed to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts
on wetlands and waters of the U.S. during construction activities.
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 also provide descriptions of the
waterbodies, most of which are concrete flood control channels or
agricultural drains, along the proposed pipelines and alternatives.
Project construction along the proposed Center Road and Line 225
Loop pipeline loop routes would result in minor and short-term
impacts on areas identified as wetlands and waters of the U.S. No
permanent impacts would be expected because no structures
would be placed within wetland features, and the effects of
trenching would be temporary with the mitigation identified.

The USACE cannot issue permits until after the EIS/EIR process
has been completed. The wetland mitigation plan would be
developed as part of the USACE permitting process. The wetland
mitigation plan would describe the Project's temporary impacts and
how construction would restore the features to their preconstruction
conditions or better. The wetlands mitigation plan would be
submitted after the Project is approved and the final routes are
determined.

G437-228
Tables within Section 4.8 list and summarize wetlands that would
be traversed by the proposed Center Road Pipeline and Line 225
Pipeline Routes. Also see the response to Comment G437-227.

G437-229
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed wetland delineations (using Army Corps of
Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission and
California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions where
appropriate) for the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.8.1
presents a discussion of baseline wetland conditions from these
wetland delineations.

G437-230
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 2.7.2 describes the methods that would be
used to cross dry and wet watercourses. Section 2.6.1 describes
the shore crossing method. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.18.1 describe
surface water features.



Sections 4.8.4 and 4.18.4 provide mitigation measures for potential
impacts to minimize or avoid impacts on water bodies, wetlands,
riparian habitat, and trees.

G437-231
See the response to Comment G437-230.

G437-232
Alternatives to both the proposed Center Road Pipeline and the
Line 225 Pipeline were studied for potential reductions in
environmental impacts, including impacts on wetlands. The
comparison of wetland impacts is presented in Tables 4.8-2a and
4.8-2b.

G437-233
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed wetland delineations (using Army Corps of
Engineers definitions and California Coastal Commission and
California Department of Fish and Game wetland definitions where
appropriate) for the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.8.1
presents a discussion of baseline wetland conditions from these
wetland delineations.

G437-234
See the response to Comment G437-233. Wetlands for each route
have been delineated and the potential impacts for each route on
wetlands are described in Section 4.8.4.
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G437-235
Section 4.8.4 includes a mitigation measure for avoidance and
restoration of riparian habitat, in consultation with the CDFG.

G437-236
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 2.7.2 describes the methods that would be
used to cross dry and wet watercourses. Section 2.6.1 describes
the shore crossing method. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.18.1 describe
surface water features.

Sections 4.8.4 and 4.18.4 contains information on erosion control
measures. The measures identified have been proven to be
effective based on experience with other pipeline projects. It is
impossible to avoid linear features such as streams when
constructing a pipeline, which is also linear.

G437-237
Terrestrial biological resources were evaluated within a pipeline
corridor that would include both the construction and permanent
rights-of-way. Even though the precise alignment of the pipeline
within the corridor would not be determined by SoCalGas until final
engineering design, the impacts of any potential pipeline
alignments within the corridor have been evaluated.

G437-238
Section 4.8.5.4 states that because the HDB crossing at the Point
Mugu shore crossing would be longer than the Arnold Road shore
crossing, more terrestrial biological resources would be impacted if
a release of drilling fluids were to occur. This factor will aid
decisionmakers in their consideration of the proposed Project.

G437-239
Sections 1.0, 2.4, and 3.3.12.2 discuss the need for the Line 225
Loop.
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G437-240
Tables 4.18-5 and 4.18-6 in Section 4.18 (Water Quality) describe
crossing methods for each waterbody on the proposed Center
Road Pipeline and the Line 225 Pipeline Loop.

G437-241
Sections 4.8.1, 4.8.2, 4.13.1 and 4.13.2 contain revised information
on this topic.

G437-242
Subsequent to the completion of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR,
the Applicant completed surveys of the pipeline rights-of-way in
accordance with California Department of Fish and Game protocol.
Surveys included a wetland delineation survey that meets the
California Coastal Commission and California Department of Fish
and Game wetland definition, botanical and wildlife surveys for
Federal and State listed species, a wintering waterfowl survey, a
burrowing owl survey, and surveys to determine whether any oak
trees would need to be removed during construction. Section 4.8
has been updated with the results of these surveys, and Section
4.8.4 contains updated mitigation measures. Additional
preconstruction plant and wildlife surveys, specific to the final
construction timeline and designated pipeline alignment, would be
completed for special status species, federally listed species, or
California protected species specified by the USFWS or the CDFG,
to minimize the potential for causing mortality of local wildlife.
However, for purposes of the impact analyses and resultant
mitigation, all relevant species are presumed to exist in the vicinity
of the proposed Project.

G437-243
Section 4.8.1.1 includes additional information on this topic.

G437-244
Section 1.6 contains information on this topic. Section 4.13.2.2.
provides information regarding the City of Oxnard Coastal Plan.
The proposed Project is consistent with the local coastal plan.
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G437-245
Section 4.8.1.1 contains a discussion of the regulatory duties of the
California Coastal Commission, the California Department of Fish
and Game, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, including
coordination required among these agencies regarding wetland
permits.

G437-246
Section 4.1.5 contains information and revised text on this topic.
Applicant mitigation measures from the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR
have been renamed as applicant measures and are included in the
Project description.

G437-247
Sections 1.2.3 and 4.10.1.3 contain additional information on this
topic. See also responses to Comments G437-2, G437-5.1, and
G437-38. The analysis in Sections 1.2.3 and 3.3.2 relies on
up-to-date published material on natural gas energy demand in
California. The CEC's 2005 Integrated Energy Policy Report
Committee Final Report provides the energy context for California's
natural gas needs. The California Legislature recognizes that the
CEC is the State's principal energy policy and planning organization
and that the CEC is responsible for determining the energy needs
of California. These responsibilities are established in State law
(the Warren-Alquist State Energy Resources Conservation and
Development Act [Public Resources Code, Division 15]).

G437-248
Section 1.2.5 addresses this topic. Sufficient storage capacity at the
FSRU would ensure a continuous supply of natural gas for those
times when LNG carriers cannot dock due to weather or other
unforeseen conditions.

G437-249
Section 4.11.1.2 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-250
Section 4.11.1.2 contains additional information on this topic.
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G437-251
Section 4.2.8.2 contains an updated analysis of pipeline risks.

G437-252
Section 4.11.1.2 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-253
Section 4.11.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G437-254
Section 4.11.1.10 discusses additional studies on this topic that
were conducted. Section 4.11.4 discusses the mitigation of seismic
risks. Mitigation measures are consistent with approved pipeline
design practices in the State of California.

G437-255
Section 4.8.1.1 includes additional information on this topic. Section
4.13.2.2 discusses consistency with major and regional plans.

G437-256
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.
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